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This study was designed to investigate the perceptions 
of principals, teachers, and peer coaches regarding a 
metropolitan Atlanta school district's model of peer 
coaching and its impact on teaching practices, teacher 
collaboration, and teacher morale. 
The research design for the study was a quasi- 
experimental research design and a causal comparative study. 
Ten schools from a metropolitan Atlanta school district were 
selected as a sample for the study. A questionnaire was 
used to collect the data needed for analysis. 
The t_ test and an analysis of variance were used to 
analyze all data collected. An analysis of the data showed 
that teachers in control and experimental schools perceived 
that effective teaching practices, teacher collaboration, 
and good teacher morale existed in schools. Also, 
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experimental teachers and peer coaches differed in their 
perceptions of teaching practices in experimental schools as 
determined by the Scheffe test of significant differences. 
The conclusions of the study were that teacher 
collaboration and good teacher morale exist in those schools 
with and without the district's peer coaching model. The 
district's model apparently creates an awareness among 
teachers. Also, an analysis of variance and a Scheffe test 
of significant differences indicated a difference between 
peer coaches and teachers in experimental schools regarding 
teaching practices. The study found that peer coaches 
scored those items on the questionnaire related to teaching 
practices more critically than teachers. There was no 
significant difference found among principals, peer coaches, 
and teachers on the two remaining variables of teacher 
collaboration and teacher morale. 
The implications were that peer coaches were critical 
of their teaching practices. This may be due to the fact 
that they were trained in effective teaching practices. 
Also, the peer coaching model studied lends itself to formal 
evaluation since the peer coach is trained in effective 
teaching practices and the teacher was not trained. 
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During the 1980s, a body of research was developed on 
peer coaching (Blair, 1970; Gilman & Miller, 1988; Hanna, 
1988; Kwiat, 1988; Munro & Elliott, 1985; Phelps & Wright, 
1986; Showers, 1985). These studies provided the basis for 
a staff development director in a metropolitan Atlanta 
school district to design and implement a peer coaching 
model for the district. The district's peer coaching model 
was implemented in 1989 and was never evaluated. This study 
compared teachers' and principals' perceptions of the school 
district's peer coaching model to determine its impact on 
improving teacher collaboration, teacher morale, and teach¬ 
ing practices. Using a quasi-experimental design, the study 
compared the perceptions of teachers from peer coaching 
schools with those of nonpeer coaching schools to determine 
the differences in perceptions regarding teaching practices, 
teacher morale, and teacher collaboration. 
This study is different from other research related to 
peer coaching in two ways. First, this targeted school 
district designed its own model of peer coaching. The 
process, however, is similar to Showers's (1985) model of 
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peer coaching where two teachers observed each other and 
provided feedback regarding teaching behaviors. Second, the 
three variables of teaching practices, teacher morale, and 
teacher collaboration have not been previously studied 
simultaneously in a peer coaching study. 
Two of the three variables being studied were derived 
from other studies, and one variable was recommended by the 
researcher's professor. Peer coaching as it affects 
teaching practices has been studied by Showers (1985), 
Phelps and Wright (1986), Blair (1970), Hanna (1988), and 
Kwiat (1988) . The effects of peer coaching on teacher 
collaboration have been studied by Munro and Elliott (1985), 
Gilman and Miller (1988), and Hanna (1988). 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to investigate a peer 
coaching model as it impacts teaching practices, teacher 
collaboration, and teacher morale. 
Background of the Study 
In June of 1986, a superintendent of a metropolitan 
Atlanta school district charged a committee of teachers and 
leaders in the school district with the responsibility of 
studying the research on "effective teaching and adopting or 
adapting a teaching model to use in the school district" 
(Framework Handbook, 1987). This committee met its chal¬ 
lenge by writing a Framework for Teaching (1987). The 
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purposes of the framework for teaching were to (a) provide a 
common language for the discussion of teaching, (b) increase 
awareness of the effective teaching effects research, (c) 
improve instructional effectiveness to enhance student 
learning, (d) encourage a collaborative process whereby 
teachers and administrators focus on instruction, (e) 
support an effective supervision process, and (f) provide 
directions for staff development. 
The model developed by the committee incorporated the 
use of preobservation and postobservation conferences. 
Extended, focused observations were planned, and short 
unplanned observations of teachers instructing students in 
academic disciplines were incorporated in the model. The 
model required principals, assistant principals, and 
instructional lead teachers to be actively involved in the 
evaluation of teachers and to provide direct assistance to 
teachers throughout the year. Principals, assistant prin¬ 
cipals, and instructional lead teachers were responsible for 
woking one-on-one with teachers in a continuous effort to 
improve instruction. 
During the 1987 school year, the Framework for Teaching 
(1987) model was implemented in four district schools. 
These four pilot schools implemented the original evaluation 
model developed by the committee. Moreover, principals, 
assistant principals, and instructional lead teachers (ILTs) 
from four pilot schools, as well as all schools in the 
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school district, were trained in the Framework for Teaching 
under the consultation of Dr. Carl Glickman from the 
University of Georgia. 
The training component of the Framework for Teaching 
consisted of monthly staff development meetings where the 
steps of clinical supervision were presented. Principals 
were afforded opportunities to learn about preobservation 
conferences, various methods of data collection during 
classroom observations, and strategies to use during post¬ 
observation conferences. Principals of the pilot schools 
answered questions and shared their experiences with other 
principals in the district. Assistant principals and 
instructional lead teachers were also involved in staff 
development training. The administrative teams from the 
field test schools exclusively participated in a summer 
workshop pertaining to the entire Framework for Teaching 
program. 
Implementation and evaluation activities were monitored 
by the Teacher Framework Committee, consisting of represen¬ 
tatives from each of the four schools and the district staff 
development director. Information was gathered during the 
implementation period by use of questionnaires and inter¬ 
views with a random sampling of teachers who participated in 
the pilot program (Lunsford, 1988) . Results of the data 
collected showed that there were positive attitudes toward 
the evaluation process. Administrators made positive 
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comments about the time spent in the classroom observing 
teacher instruction. Professionals involved in the pilot 
study voiced concern about the rating scale and the number 
of teachers each evaluator was assigned to evaluate. As a 
result of the feedback from the pilot schools, the rating 
scale was eliminated. 
Consequently, during the next year of operation 
teachers were involved in the Framework for Teaching and 
were called "peer helpers." These teachers were selected by 
the supervisors at each pilot school. They participated in 
training at the county and local levels where they were 
provided the opportunity to learn about and practice the 
clinical supervision process components. Teachers were not 
trained in the Framework for Teaching. Following training, 
each teacher was observed four times a year. At the end of 
the school year, teachers expressed a need for training in 
identifying effective teaching practices and in conferencing 
skills. 
The district's Framework for Teaching lost its impor¬ 
tance as a means of evaluating teachers when, in 1989, the 
Georgia Department of Education, under the Quality Basic 
Education Act, implemented the Georgia Teacher Evaluation 
Program (GTEP). Therefore, the superintendent in the school 
district discontinued the use of the Framework for Teaching 
as a means to improve teaching practices. Having researched 
Joyce and Showers's (1982) model of peer coaching and 
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reviewing the feedback from principals and teachers involved 
in the Framework for Teachers, Hulme incorporated the Frame¬ 
work for Teachers and Observation Techniques to organize the 
school district's model of peer coaching (G. Hulme, personal 
communication, June 15, 1990) . 
The school district's model is unlike Showers's 1984 
peer coaching model in that teachers are trained in the 
Framework for Teaching rather than "Models of Teaching," and 
evaluators are trained in observational skills using an 
observation program called "Another Set of Eyes" (1987). 
The purposes of the district's peer coaching model were to: 
(a) explain the research rationale, purpose, roles, and 
necessary conditions inherent in peer coaching? (b) explain 
technical, collegial, and challenge models of peer coaching? 
(c) coach colleagues in developing individual professional 
growth and plans to reach those goals? (d) use observation 
and conferencing skills in providing peer coaching? (e) 
identify resources which support the attainment of profes¬ 
sional growth goals? and (f) develop a management plan 
reflecting local school conditions necessary for successful 
implementation of peer coaching. Thus, peer coaching in 
this metropolitan Atlanta school system consists of teachers 
observing teachers using the Framework for Teaching and 
Observation Skills. 
During the summer of 1989, teacher representatives from 
eight schools were trained in the school district's peer 
7 
coaching model. The purposes of the training were to pro¬ 
vide participants with knowledge and understanding of the 
research on effective teaching, to learn educational theory 
and practices as they reflected on their own teaching, and 
to develop reflective teaching capabilities in other 
teaching (Framework for Teaching, 1989). 
These trained teacher representatives, called peer 
coaches, and their principals implemented peer coaching 
in their schools during the 1989 school year. The program 
has not been evaluated to determine its validity in improv¬ 
ing teaching practices, teacher morale, and teacher 
collaboration. 
Statement of the Problem 
The problem which was studied in this research exercise 
was to investigate the perceptions of principals, peer 
coaches, and teachers regarding a peer coaching program and 
its impact on teaching practices, teacher collaboration, and 
teacher morale. The peer coaching program was implemented 
in a school district using an instrument derived from a 
Framework for Teaching. This instrument originally was 
designed by the district as an evaluation instrument. The 
model had not been evaluated through the examination of the 
perceptions of those educators most closely involved in the 
program. 
Significance of the Study 
This study presented information to a metropolitan 
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Atlanta school district regarding its peer coaching model. 
The study specifically provided the results of perceptions 
from eductors who were most closely associated with the 
model. Additionally, the study investigated the perceptions 
of teachers not involved in the peer coaching model and 
compared these perceptions with those of teachers involved 
in the district's peer coaching program. This provided 
school district personnel with information to determine the 
effectiveness of the peer coaching program. Depending on 
the results of this study, district personnel must decide 
whether or not the continuation of the program will affect 
teaching practices, teacher collaboration, and teacher 
morale. 
Definition of Terms 
In order to provide a unified understanding of certain 
terms used in this research, this section provides the 
reader with a clear definition of specific terms and the 
context in which they were used in this study. 
Peer coaching; training of a teacher; training that 
consisted of the Framework for Teaching and observation 
skills. 
Collaboration: communication between teachers; 
communication that consisted of two teachers meeting and 
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discussing teaching practices to improve the teaching 
practices. 
Peer teacher; observation and feedback provided by 
peer coach; lack of training using Framework for Teaching. 
Peer coach: observation and feedback by a teacher who 
was trained; training using Framework for Teaching. 
Teaching practices: teaching styles which are business 
oriented and task oriented; behaviors which use a variety of 
instructional materials, feedback provided by teachers, 
adjusting instruction, and incorporating higher level 
thinking skills (Rosenshine, 19 87) . 
Teacher morale: enjoyment of working in a school; 
proud of fellow teachers, the principal, and students 
(Evans, 1989) . 
Research Questions 
As a method of guiding this research as well as pre¬ 
senting distinct questions to which answers were sought, the 
following broad research questions were posed; 
1. Is there a significant difference in teaching 
practices in experimental and control schools as perceived 
by teachers? 
2. Is there a significant difference in teacher col¬ 
laboration in experimental and control schools as perceived 
by teachers? 
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3. Is there a significant difference in teacher 
morale in experimental and control schools as perceived by 
teachers? 
4. Is there a significant difference in perceptions 
among principals, peer coaches, and peer teachers regarding 
teaching practices? 
5. Is there a significant difference in perceptions 
among principals, peer coaches, and peer teachers regarding 
teacher collaboration? 
6. Is there a significant difference in perceptions 
among principals, peer coaches, and peer teachers regarding 
teacher morale? 
7. Is there a significant difference in teaching 
practices, teacher collaboration, and teacher morale as 
perceived by teachers from control schools and peer coaches 
from experimental schools? 
8. Is there a difference in perceptions between 
principals in experimental schools and principals in control 
schools regarding teaching practices, teacher collaboration, 
and teacher morale? 
Summary 
Chapter 1 discussed and set into perspective the 
problem examined in this research exercise. The problem 
identified was the need to examine a peer coaching program 
in a metropolitan Atlanta school district and its impact on 
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teaching practices, teacher collaboration, and teacher 
morale. Research questions were also given to help guide 
the research. Definitions of terms were presented to assist 
the reader in understanding the vocabulary relevant to peer 
coaching. Eight research questions were presented in the 
chapter to provide the focus of the study. 
CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE 
Chapter 2 focuses on the review of relevant literature 
regarding peer coaching. The literature review contains 
information regarding peer coaching models that were studied 
by various researchers. Specifically, this review addressed 
studies related to the term "peer coaching." The review is 
divided into three sections that represent the three 
variables: teaching practices, teacher collaboration, and 
teacher morale. 
Teaching Practices 
A study was conducted by Phillips (1986) to determine 
if there was a significant difference in perceived impor¬ 
tance of behaviors of effective teachers in increasing 
student achievement as rated by two groups of teachers and 
principals in elementary schools in British Columbia. One 
group of teachers and principals had participated in an 
effectiveness program which incorporated a peer observation 
or peer coaching component. The second group of teachers 
and principals had not participated in an effectiveness 
program that incorporated a peer observation or peer 
coaching component. Phillips (1986) found a significant 
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difference between the ratings of importance of teachers' 
behaviors between groups. 
A peer coaching inservice model was examined by 
Licklinder in 1986. Teachers were inserviced by their 
building principal on questioning strategies and peer coach¬ 
ing. Following the workshop, teachers practiced questioning 
skills in their classrooms while coaching each other. Data 
were gathered in the form of audio tapes of classroom 
lessons and self-reports of teachers' perceptions of their 
experiences. There was support for an inservice model and 
delivery among teachers who participated in the study. 
Also, teachers increased their questioning effectiveness 
after the treatment. Teachers demonstrated most improvement 
in using wait time and probing for clarification. The 
greatest improvement, as reported by teachers, in question¬ 
ing was influenced by practicing, observing colleagues, and 
receiving feedback. Teachers reported positively about 
collegial relations and professional growth after partici¬ 
pating in the study. 
A sample of seven trainers from three districts were 
selected by Beaton (1985) to participate in a study which 
sought to understand the role of trainers as a change agent 
as related to staff development and coaching to improve 
instruction. Each district used Madeline Hunter's ITIP 
content and clinical supervision process or models of teach¬ 
ing and the training-coaching process developed by Joyce, 
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Wells, and Showers. The study findings reported that main 
outcomes were motivation, positive attitudes, and enhanced 
communication and cooperation among teachers. Little 
evidence of skill maintenance, ongoing peer coaching, or 
improved student achievement was found. 
Several authors (Flanders et al., 1987) combined 
results of their studies and organized a report to help 
teachers help each other. In 1981-82 and 1982-83, there 
were two cycles for fifth-year, precredential graduate 
students in a teacher education program at the University of 
California at Berkeley involving 18 student teachers in the 
first cycle and 25 in the second. In 1983, 16 certificated 
teachers in Melbourne, Australia, participated in an 
inservice teacher education program centered at Monash 
University. In 1985-86, 24 experienced teachers started a 
fourth cycle at Mills College in Oakland, California, as a 
second inservice attempt. In each of these four cycles, the 
goal was to encourage teachers, in pairs or trios, to inves¬ 
tigate their own teaching by conducting cooperative self¬ 
development projects. 
In 1984-85, a mediated peer coaching program was 
implemented in rural Tennessee (Phelps & Wright, 1986). 
This program was designed to improve classroom instruction 
within the constraints imposed by poor rural students. 
Thirty-five teachers from nine rural schools participated in 
the study. These participants met monthly with the project 
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director to discuss aspects of effective school research and 
practice using the Effective Teaching Checklist developed by 
Tennessee Technological University. Teachers observed each 
other teaching, ranked specific teaching behaviors, reviewed 
observation results, and developed personal instruction 
improvement goals based on the observation. The results of 
the study of the program showed that mediated peer coaching 
was effective in changing overall teaching behaviors and was 
a cost-effective method of providing in-class feedback and 
support for rural teachers. 
A peer coaching study was conducted in a large urban 
school district to evaluate the degree of implementation of 
the writing innovation and the nature of teacher concerns 
during implementation as recorded by teachers who parti¬ 
cipated in the study (Hosack-Curlin, 1988). The sample for 
the study consisted of 12 volunteer teacher pairs who were 
randomly assigned to treatment groups and to comparison 
groups. All teachers received peer coaching training for 14 
weeks. Only the treatment group of teachers, however, 
received training in the observation cycle. A fifth step 
used for teaching of writing sequence included presenting, 
composing, revising, editing, and publishing. Descriptive 
statistics, analysis of variance (ANOVA), and chi-square 
tests were used to measure teacher implementation of writing 
process strategies and teacher concern about the new teach¬ 
ing model during one school year. The findings of the study 
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demonstrated that inservice peer coaching maximizes parti¬ 
cipant learning, implementation of curriculum content, and 
teacher comfort with curriculum. The treatment group 
teachers demonstrated more proficient implementation of the 
writing process strategies in terms of quality and quantity 
than the comparison group. 
A study of the Forest View High School was conducted by 
Munro and Elliott (1987). Their study examined the effects 
of peer coaching on the teachers' achievement of their 
instructional goals, ascertaining the effect peer coaching 
plays in the acquisition of new skills. Results of the 
study were based on interviews with four case study parti¬ 
cipants and interviews with division chairpersons and the 
principal. Results of the study showed that 93% of the 
participants stated that peer coaching had helped in goal 
attainment. The findings of the study were that coaching 
resulted in a higher "on task" behavior toward goal accom¬ 
plishment because knowing that someone was coming in once or 
twice a month made teachers more conscientious about working 
on their goals. It was also found that the process of 
observing another teacher facilitated feedback and profes¬ 
sional growth. Additionally, teachers reported that the 
process of observing another teacher automatically initiated 
self-evaluation. 
Those participants who were interviewed during the 
study concluded that peer coaching was much more helpful in 
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facilitating instructional growth than traditional super¬ 
vision. Another finding in the study was that 93% of the 
participants felt peer coaching was providing more oppor¬ 
tunities for sharing instructional methods. Also, peer 
coaching breaks down the "privacy rule." Coaching also 
provided positive reinforcement. Teachers found through 
peer coaching an affirmation that what they were doing in 
the classroom was correct (Munro & Elliott, 1987). 
Recommendations provided by the study included that 
peer coaching programs must be supported by the administra¬ 
tion to ensure success. Munro and Elliott (1987) concluded 
that peer coaching provides a collegial atmosphere that 
promotes risk taking and allows teachers to engage con¬ 
tinuously in the study of their craft. 
Tetrault (1985) conducted a study to determine the 
extent to which a model inservice training with a limited 
coaching treatment would affect transfer of an innovation 
into a classroom setting. Thirty teachers from six schools 
made up the sample. These teachers were divided into an 
experimental group and a control group. Both groups 
received identical initial training. The control group 
received no further assistance, whereas the experimental 
group received on-site coaching assistance over a full 
school semester. 
There were no significant differences between the 
experimental and control groups in terms of levels of 
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innovation used, focused interviews, Soroban Competency 
Tests, or Stages of Concern Questionnaires. A large number 
of participants in the control group did implement the inno¬ 
vation and did learn to use the innovation at a high level 
of competency. A majority of the total sample achieved a 
Mechanical Level of Use. Within the experimental group, a 
gain in stage of concern was statistically significant. 
Tetrault (1985) concluded that limited coaching may not 
assist the transfer of an innovation but that it does have 
an effect on the stage of concern that a teacher achieves; 
and short training sessions are sufficient to train teachers 
in performance skills. 
Wynn (1986) performed a study to determine whether 
student teachers participating in an experimental seminar, 
which included peer coaching based on self-identified 
instructor and peer determined instructional need, would 
demonstrate greater instructional skill transfer to the 
elementary classroom than would student teachers participat¬ 
ing in a traditional seminar. Twenty-two students were 
randomly assigned to experimental or comparison treatment. 
The experimental group of student teachers participated in a 
3-hour weekly seminar for a 10-week period. The finding of 
the study was that student teachers assigned to the experi¬ 
mental group obtained significantly higher scores on overall 
teacher performance. However, the difference between the 
two groups was not significant. 
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A 2-year case study was conducted by Hanna in 1988 to 
investigate the effects of a peer observation process in a 
high school. The study investigated the following: changes 
in norms and expectations for sharing instructional ideas 
among teachers, the perceived value of self-evaluation of 
videotapes and related peer discussions about teaching, the 
perceived value of peer feedback discussions about teaching, 
the perceived value of peer feedback exchanges for instruc¬ 
tion improvement, the use of other teachers as models for 
effective teaching, the perceived value of peer exchanges in 
stimulating a desire to improve, and the effect of peer 
interaction on the school climate for teacher improvement. 
Subjects who participated in the study were observed in 
their classrooms. The findings were: 
1. Behaviors among teachers changed from closed to 
open after the process. Teachers shared teaching ideas. 
2. Videotaping proved to be a valuable tool for 
observed and observing teachers. 
3. Teachers preferred to hear feedback from peer 
observers because they valued the exchanging of teaching 
strategies and the nonthreatening environment. 
4. Teachers used teachers as models for generating 
effective methods of teaching. 
5. Teachers believed that the exchanging of ideas 
stimulated a desire to improve awareness, effort, and 
implementation. 
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6. A climate for instructional improvement occurred 
where teachers perceived a need to share information and 
generate ideas in a nonthreatening manner. 
The conclusion drawn from the study was that the peer 
observation process was an effective program for teacher 
improvement of instruction in this setting (Hanna, 1988). 
Sparks (1983) sought to generate a greater understand¬ 
ing of the effects of inservice education by examining 
relationships among training activities, teachers' atti¬ 
tudes, and classroom behavior change. Nineteen junior high 
school teachers were assigned to one of three training 
groups. Prestudy methods consisted of teacher observation 
and the completion of a questionnaire to assess selected 
characteristics and perceptions of the ease and importance 
of the recommended teaching practices. The treatment con¬ 
sisted of a 5-week workshop titled "Effective Use of Time." 
One group of teachers received only the workshop, the second 
group received the workshop plus peer observation, and the 
third group received the workshop plus trainer-provided 
coaching. After training, teachers were observed and inter¬ 
viewed. The results of the study showed that most teachers 
in the workshop plus peer observation group improved. The 
conclusion reached was that peer observation enhanced 
teacher improvement efforts, that teachers need to develop a 
belief in the importance of using recommended techniques, 
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and that inservice programs should strive to develop a sense 
of self-efficacy in teachers. 
Evans (1975) reported that intervisitation among 
teachers in a study of British infant schools contributed to 
the development of self-analysis and continued improvement. 
Showers in 1985 investigated the effects of peer coach¬ 
ing on the classroom application of new teaching techniques. 
A mixed design of group and subject comparisons was 
employed. Sampling consisted of 21 teachers and six peer 
coaches in two school districts. Student data were also 
gathered. The sources of data collected consisted of obser¬ 
vations, tests, teacher plans, and interviews. 
Showers (1985) found that peer coaches can be trained 
in a relatively brief period to provide follow-up training 
to their teachers. Peer coaching increased the transfer of 
training rate for coached teachers compared to uncoached 
teachers. Students of coached teachers performed better on 
a concept attainment measure than did students of uncoached 
teachers. 
Teacher Collaboration 
In 1985 a peer coaching program was implemented for 
study at Forest View High School in Arlington Heights, 
Illinois. The purpose of the implementation of the program 
was to promote a teacher self-directed system which estab¬ 
lished sharing with colleagues through team planning and 
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classroom observation and feedback. Forty-one teachers 
attended workshops that were designed to provide guidance in 
teacher observation and feedback skills and discussions on 
effective teaching and on evaluation methods (Munro & 
Elliott, 1987). 
The design of the program focused on a methodology 
which allowed for consistent teacher feedback to facilitate 
long-term teacher behavioral changes which improved instruc¬ 
tion. Also, the peer coaching program was intended to 
establish a collegial atmosphere which promoted instruc¬ 
tional goal achievement based on effective teaching 
research. 
Teachers chose their coach or coaches from among their 
colleagues. Munro and Elliott (1987) wrote that "the 
uniqueness of the Forest View Peer Coaching Program was that 
it encouraged teachers to provide support for their col¬ 
leagues and to assume responsibility for their professional 
growth" (p. 21). 
Wilkes in 1988 studied mentor teams to determine if 
these teams, involving preservice teachers at the initial 
and final stages of their training, could mutually enhance 
their field experiences and alter the manner in which 
preservice teachers are socialized. A mentor team consisted 
of one "mentor," a student teacher in the fourth and final 
quarter, and a "protege," a student in the beginning stage 
of the University of Oregon's elementary education program. 
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The findings of the study suggested that mentor teams were 
an effective alternative to traditional field experiences. 
The findings also suggested that a two-person relationship 
lessened the initial anxiety of the beginning student. The 
recommendation for this study was noteworthy. It was 
recommended that partnerships between colleges of teacher 
education and school districts be formed in order to 
increase the opportunity for collaboration. 
Another study related to collaboration was conducted in 
1988 by King. Her study sought to determine the extent that 
mentor teachers had become instructional leaders and to show 
activities and interactions in which mentors demonstrated 
instructional leadership with colleagues within one dis¬ 
trict. Six research questions were examined. The results 
of the study indicated that most teachers who worked with 
mentors felt more positive about themselves and about 
teaching. 
Rosenholtz (1989) analyzed 78 schools in Tennessee. 
She used questionnaires to gather data from teachers regard¬ 
ing the extent to which the faculties at their schools 
engaged in collaborative practices. Rosenholtz separated 
the schools into three categories: 13 collaborative 
schools, 15 isolated schools, and 50 temperately isolated 
schools (the schools that fell somewhere between isolated 
and collaborative). 
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Rosenholtz then interviewed 21 randomly selected 
teachers from 7 of the collaborative schools, 21 randomly 
selected teachers from 7 of the isolated schools, and 32 
randomly selected teachers from 10 of the temperately 
isolated schools. The finding of the study was that when 
teachers collaborated with one another, they usually shared 
instruetionally related ideas and materials. 
Since teachers often list other teachers as an 
important source of knowledge about teaching, it is not 
surprising that the peer observation process is popular. 
Teachers visiting other teachers while instructing students 
increased collaboration among teachers. This may also be 
beneficial in dissipating the loneliness of the teaching 
role (Lortie, 1975). 
Abramson (1972) saw peer supervision as generating 
cooperation among teachers and producing more rigorous 
monitoring of teacher performances based upon specific 
targets for improvement. Peer observation also promoted 
teacher opportunity for frequent feedback to teachers 
(Brophy, 1979; Warner, Cooper, & Houston, 1980) . 
Smyth and Colin (1983) engaged 14 teachers from five 
schools in a peer observation process. Working in pairs, 
the teachers performed cycles of observations, analysis, and 
data discussions on improvement goals. The results indi¬ 
cated that peer supervision was a powerful means of con¬ 
verting ideas into action. Teachers tried new ideas and 
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developed personal knowledge toward change. The conclusion 
of the study was that the program benefits of trust, col- 
legiality, and collaboration were best achieved through 
voluntary involvement by teachers in the peer observation 
process. 
In a study conducted by Holm (1978), it was found that 
peer supervision was more beneficial than the formal evalua¬ 
tion system used. Teachers were more satisfied with evalua¬ 
tive feedback given by teachers and were more pleased with 
what they gained by observing their partners. 
Ponzio (1987) interviewed 14 teachers to obtain their 
reactions and perceptions about working with another teacher 
following their participation in a study called the Teacher 
Inquiry Projects (TIP) . There were questions in the inter¬ 
view specfically related to the impact of working with a 
partner while inquiring into one's classroom practices. An 
analysis of the interviews indicated that, in all cases, the 
partnership did in fact increase teachers' motivation and 
enhance their ability to inquire into each other's classroom 
dynamics. 
Teacher Morale 
In 1981, Storm investigated an alternative supervisory 
procedure in which colleagues formed partnerships for the 
purposes of observations. Storm developed a program in 
which he introduced teachers to the clinical supervision 
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model through an inservice course and encouraged colleagues 
to experiment with the process by exchanging observations. 
Storm found that secondary school teachers resisted peer 
supervision, while the response was much more positive among 
elementary school teachers. Storm (1981) pointed out that 
conventional supervision has a significant residual effect 
on the peer model. He contended that negative attitudes in 
conversations that teachers hold may be dirctly related to 
their prior evaluation-based experience. The study con¬ 
cluded with the fact that peer supervision can be a positive 
force for professional growth, but only after those who 
would promote its adoption recognize that there are numerous 
critical variables that bear directly on the success of the 
effort. 
Kelly (1986) studied whether Colorado secondary 
administrators and teachers saw a role conflict between the 
administrative roles of supervisor and evaluator of instruc¬ 
tion. He administered a questionnaire to a random sample of 
teachers and administrators and found eight points regarding 
the conflict: 
1. Administrative responsibilities of supervision and 
evaluation were seen by respondents as dealing with the 
improvement of instruction and were not in conflict. 
2. Administrators minimize the development of conflict 
between supervision and evaluation by developing credibility 
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with teachers and by establishing an open, trusting 
relationship. 
3. Clinical supervision was the most commonly used 
model of supervision, and videotaping was the least commonly 
used. 
4. Teachers wanted more peer supervision, especially 
by specialists in subject matter fields. 
5. While a statistically significant number of admin¬ 
istrators did not perceive a role conflict, nearly half of 
them did perceive these roles in conflict. 
6. Younger, less experienced administrators believed 
that their teachers perceived an administrative role 
conflict. 
7. Senior, more experienced administrators believed 
that their teachers perceived less of a role conflict. 
8. Administrators perceived role conflict between 
supervision and evaluation as unaffected by numerous per¬ 
sonal and educational variables. 
As teachers participate in peer coaching, their atti¬ 
tudes change; this was found by Bauer (1987), who examined 
the changes that teachers experience regarding peer observa¬ 
tion. The Concerns Based Adaptation Model was selected as 
the theoretical foundation for the study. A time series 
design was used to assess the concerns of volunteer 
teachers. Bauer (1987) found that there were no significant 
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differences between cycle, sex, years of teaching experi¬ 
ence, or school on Stages of Concern. There was, however, a 
statistically significant difference between pretest and 
posttest scores of male and female teachers. This study 
supported that years of teaching experience do not affect 
teachers' Stages of Concern regarding innovation. 
Bird and Little (1983) attempted to apply a social 
organizational view to the task of implementing a peer 
coaching system in two schools involved in a school improve¬ 
ment experiment. The premise for the study was based on 
three findings: (a) staff expectations influence the 
school's ability to change, (b) the tactics used and the 
ability to initiate change are affected by building organ¬ 
izations, and (c) the school as a workplace affects staff 
development. The researchers found that school innovations 
take more time, energy, and tenacity to implement than was 
available in their research project. The study outlined 
eight characteristics crucial to the establishment and main¬ 
tenance of a peer coaching system. These were focus, shared 
language, participation, position, place and time, reci¬ 
procity, reference, and frequency. 
As a result of this study, the researchers were led 
to believe that the schools involved in this study had 
little ability to support change. Bird and Little (1983) 
concluded that the introduction of new practices was very 
difficult and that peer coaching would require adequate 
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time in practice before any meaningful evaluation could be 
drawn. 
Gilman and Miller (1988) investigated the effects of 
"Teachers Teaching Teachers," a staff development project 
employing peer coaching methods on public school educators' 
attitudes and beliefs. The study was a 6-month project 
which involved 13 teachers, administrators, and other school 
personnel. Participants were pretested and posttested on 
Likert Bipolar Attitude Inventories and Osgood's Semantic 
Differential Scales designed to measure desirable teacher 
characteristics. The results of the study supported the 
effectiveness of "Teachers Teaching Teachers" as a technique 
for enhancing positive educator attitudes and beliefs. 
Blair (1984) conducted a study to determine if trained 
inservice teachers who observed the classroom teaching 
behaviors of peers with an objective, low inference direct 
observation system as data collectors would be motivated to 
modify their own teaching behavior. Fifty-five classroom 
teachers from two middle class elementary schools were 
selected as the sample for the study. Twelve teachers 
volunteered to train using the Classroom Observation Keyed 
for Effective Research (COKER). Pretreatment data were 
obtained from observation by instructional personnel of the 
observer's classroom using the COKER. The treatment was the 
classroom observations of 10 observing teachers by each of 
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the observers. Posttreatment data were collected approxi¬ 
mately 18 weeks after pretreatment data. 
A repeated measure analysis of variance of the pre¬ 
treatment data revealed no statistically significant dif¬ 
ference between the classroom teaching behaviors of the 
observers and nonobservers. After treatment, a statistic¬ 
ally significant difference existed between observers and 
nonobservers. Blair (1984) concluded that teachers who 
observed peers with the COKER did change their classroom 
teaching behavior. 
Kwiat (1988) examined the hypothesis that teachers 
can experience significant positive changes in teaching 
behaviors, given appropriate peer coaching staff development 
programs which ensure accountability, support, companion¬ 
ship, and specific feedback in manageable portions over an 
extended period of time. Teachers were trained in specific 
teaching strategies on curriculum innovation. Teams of 
teachers were organized and began to study the theoretical 
basis which underlies the rationale of a method, approach, 
or technique. The partners, working within a larger group 
comprised of several teams, saw new skills demonstrated and 
practiced new skills by teaching the group. Partners 
learned to provide feedback to team members through discus¬ 
sion as well as written observation forms. A second part of 
the extended training involved mutual examination by peer 
partners of appropriate use of a new teaching strategy. 
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Three groups of teachers made up the sample, and the treat¬ 
ment was uniform among the three groups. This treatment 
consisted of intensive training over a 3-day period which 
was followed by an in-district implementation. Kwiat (1988) 
stated that the greatest benefit was the personal satisfac¬ 
tion teachers were feeling that occurred as a result of 
increased positive interaction with both their partners and 
other interested and enthusiastic professionals. 
The study of theory, the observation of demonstrations, 
and the practice with high quality feedback were sufficient 
to enable most teachers to use a model fluidly and appropri¬ 
ately. A few teachers in the study, however, would transfer 
skills into their active repertoire and use them regularly 
and sensibly unless the coaching component was added (Joyce 
& Showers, 1982). 
Showers (1984) also studied the attitudes of both peer 
coaches and teacher trainees toward peer coaching. One goal 
for the peer coaching relationship studied by Showers was 
that teachers would gradually assume the character of 
collegial interaction. Transcripts of coaching conferences 
were analyzed to determine at what point teachers began 
controlling their agendas for peer meetings. Teachers noted 
that coaching experiences had been helpful because "two 
heads are better than one" when trying to solve problems. 
The hypothesis of the study was that teachers who received 
peer coaching following initial training with new models of 
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teaching would transfer those models into their active 
teaching repertoires at a greater rate than teachers who 
did not receive peer coaching following initial training. 
Methods used to collect data were observations, observer 
notes, teacher logs, lesson plans, and interviews. 
Showers (1984) found that although uncoached teachers 
practiced the new strategies as much as did coached 
teachers, skill development, appropriate use, and levels of 
student comfort were higher for the coached teachers. This 
disparity in scores suggested that practice without feedback 
was not efficient for developing all the skills and cogni¬ 
tions thought to be necessary to integrate new teaching 
strategies with existing teaching behaviors. The partially 
coached teachers who had access to peer coaches but resisted 
the coaching process had scores almost identical with those 
of the uncoached teachers except, as a group, they practiced 
the new strategies less. Further, peer coaching increased 
significantly the ability of teachers to transfer new models 
of teaching into their instructional repertoires. The data 
also indicated that peer coaching will not be effective for 
those teachers whose anxiety and discomfort with the process 
prevent their full participation in the process. The find¬ 
ings of the study supported peer coaching as increasing the 
transfer of training. 
Cruickshank, Lorish, and Thompson (1979) pointed to 
peer supervision as a means of renewing teacher self-esteem 
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and interest in teaching. Also, the peer supervision 
approach promoted morale and effectiveness of faculty groups 
(Brophy, 1979). 
Summary 
The literature review identified that teachers transfer 
skills obtained in staff development courses more effec¬ 
tively when a peer coaching model was incorporated into the 
course work. Peer coaching provided teachers with the 
opportunity to communicate with each other about new teach¬ 
ing models. The literature showed that this fostered col- 
legiality and collaboration among teachers. The literature 
review was limited on research regarding perceptions of 
teachers on peer coaching and its ability to improve the 
teaching practices, collaboration, and communication. 
CHAPTER 3 
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
In this chapter the theoretical focus of the research 
is stated, and the variables are defined. Linkage among the 
variables is explained, and the research hypotheses are 
specified. 
Focus of the Research 
The purpose of this study was to determine if prin¬ 
cipals, peer coaches, and teachers in a metropolitan Atlanta 
school district perceive that the district model of peer 
coaching fosters a variety of teaching practices, teacher 
collaboration, and teacher morale. A comparative study was 
conducted among three groups of educators from eight schools 
within the school district. Two schools were randomly 
selected to participate in a quasi-experimental research 
design to be compared with two schools that have not parti¬ 
cipated in the district's peer coaching program. 
Teacher perceptions from the eight schools (experimen¬ 
tal group) were compared to teacher perceptions in schools 
without peer coaching (control group). A quasi-experimental 




Figure 1 gives a diagrammatic representation of the 
variables being investigated in this research as well as the 
relationship between the variables. The variables fall into 
two groups, the independent and dependent variables. 
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Figure 1. Variables investigated. 
Independent Variables 
The independent variables are those variables which 
were manipulated by the researcher against the dependent 
variables. The independent variables in this study were: 
(a) perceptions of principals and teachers in experimental 
and control schools; and (b) perceptions of principals, peer 
coaches, and teachers in experimental schools. 
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Dependent Variables 
The dependent variables were those variables that 
remained constant and were not subject to manipulation by 
the researcher. The dependent variables were teaching 
practices, teacher collaboration, and teacher morale. 
Definition of Variables 
Teaching Practices 
The first variable, teaching practices, is defined 
using the work of Rosenshine (1987). Teaching practices are 
defined as: 
1. Teaching styles which are business oriented and 
task oriented (operationally defined by Items 6, 7, and 10 
on the perception survey). 
2. Teaching behaviors which use a variety of instruc¬ 
tional materials and procedures (operationally defined by 
Items 1, 5, and 8 on the perception survey). 
3. Means of the teacher providing feedback to students 
when answers are adequate or inadequate (operationally 
defined by Item 2 on the perception survey). 
4. Perceiving learning rates and adjusting instruction 
(operationally defined by Items 3 and 9 on the perception 
survey). 
5. Incorporating higher level critical thinking skills 




As drawn from the work of Johnson and Johnson (1987), 
teacher collaboration is teachers working together to refine 
teaching practices by: 
1. Developing and sharing knowledge and information 
about teaching (operationally defined by Items 12, 13, and 
14 on the perception survey). 
2. Increasing a teacher's knowledge of student growth 
and development (operationally defined by Item 15 on the 
perception survey). 
3. Adjusting teaching practices (operationally defined 
by Items 11 and 12 on the perception survey). 
4. Provide a challenging learning environment (opera¬ 
tionally defined by Item 16 on the perception survey). 
Teacher Morale 
Teacher morale is defined as the extent to which 
teachers enjoy working in a school and are proud of fellow 
teachers, the principal, and students (operationally defined 
by Items 17, 18, 19, 20, and 21 on the perception survey). 
This variable was taken from Persaud's Systematic Instruc¬ 
tional Supervision Questionnaire in Evans (1989). 
Relationships Among Variables 
This study was conducted to determine if principals, 
peer coaches, and teachers participating in the district 
peer coaching model perceived that peer coaching impacted 
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teaching practices, teacher collaboration, and teacher 
morale. Also, the study compared the perceptions of 
teachers from nonpeer coaching schools to the perceptions of 
teachers from peer coaching schools. The perceptions of 
principals, peer coaches, and teachers were the dependent 
variables; and improvement in teaching practices, teacher 
morale, and teacher collaboration were independent variables 
for both the quasi-experimental design study and the causal 
comparative study. 
The first independent variable, improving teaching 
practices, produced the greatest amount of research, showing 
that peer coaching can impact teaching practices. Research 
on peer coaching programs by several researchers showed that 
teaching practices improve as a result of teachers parti¬ 
cipating in peer coaching programs (Beaton, 1985; Blair, 
1970; Hanna, 1988; Joyce & Showers, 1982; Kwiat, 1988; Munro 
& Elliott, 1987; Showers, 1985; Sparks, 1983). 
The second independent variable, teacher collaboration, 
was supported by several studies conducted during the last 
decade. Beaton (1985) found that the main outcome of his 
study on coaching was teacher motivation to improve instruc¬ 
tion, positive attitudes, and enhanced communication and 
cooperation between teachers. Likewise, Kwiat (1988) found 
that the greatest benefit of peer coaching was the personal 
satisfaction teachers felt as a result of increased positive 
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interaction with both their partners and other interested 
and enthusiastic professionals. Showers (1985) also found 
that peer coaching fostered collegial relationships among 
teachers. Enhancements in communication, teacher coopera¬ 
tion, and collegial relationships were several findings of 
researchers who have studied peer coaching. 
The third independent variable, teacher morale, was 
also supported by several researchers. Gilman and Miller 
(1988) found in their study on teachers training teachers 
that this technique enhanced positive attitudes among 
teachers. This variable of improving teacher morale was a 
variable that this researcher desired to investigate. 
The variables teaching practices, teacher morale, and 
teacher collaboration were examined to determine if peer 
coaching is perceived to be the technique that improves 
these variables in a school. The literature demonstrated 
that there is a relationship between peer coaching and 
teaching practices, peer coaching and teacher collaboration, 
and peer coaching and teacher morale. 
Hypotheses 
The following null hypotheses were examined: 
HOI. There is no significant difference in teaching 
practices in experimental and control schools as perceived 
by teachers. 
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H02. There is no significant difference in teacher 
collaboration in experimental and control schools as per¬ 
ceived by teachers. 
H03. There is no significant difference in teacher 
morale in experimental and control schools as perceived by 
teachers. 
H04. There is no significant difference in perception 
among principals, peer coaches, and teachers in experimental 
schools regarding teaching practices. 
H05. There is no significant difference in perception 
among principals, peer coaches, and teachers in experimental 
schools regarding teacher collaboration. 
H06. There is no significant difference in perception 
among principals, peer coaches, and teachers in experimental 
schools regarding teacher morale. 
H07. There is no significant difference in teaching 
practices, teacher collaboration, and teacher morale as 
perceived by teachers from control schools and peer coaches 
from experimental schools. 
Limitations of the Study 
Like most research studies, there are limitations that 
impair the interpretation of the findings. The following 
are the limitations which relate to this study: 
1. The implementation of the district's peer coaching 
model varied from school to school. 
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2. The peer coaching model had been in place for 1 
year and was free of evaluation. 
3. The district's peer coaching model was originally 
designed as a teacher evaluation program. 
4. The quasi-experimental research design restricted 
the researcher's ability to control the variables in the 
control schools. 
5. The sample was small and, although representative 
of the population, presented the possibility for a greater 
margin of error than that of a larger sample. 
6. The perceptions of the sample were limited to a 
single instrument which was developed by the researcher. 
7. This research focused on the evaluation of prin¬ 
cipals, peer coaches, and teachers in the elementary level 
of a metropolitan Atlanta school district. 
Summary 
The theoretical framework of the study was presented in 
chapter 3. The purpose of the study was to determine if 
principals, peer coaches, and teachers in a school district 
perceived that a model of peer coaching fostered a variety 
of teaching practices, teacher collaboration, and teacher 
morale. The independent variables of perceptions of prin¬ 
cipals and teachers in experimental versus control schools 
and perceptions of principals, peer coaches, and teachers 
from experimental elementary schools were presented. The 
42 
dependent variables of teaching practices, teacher collabo¬ 
ration, and teacher morale were also presented. Each of 
the dependent variables was operationally defined, and the 
relationship among the variables was discussed. Seven null 
hypotheses were presented that guided the study. 
CHAPTER 4 
METHODOLOGY 
The purpose of this study was to investigate a peer 
coaching model as it impacted teaching practices, teacher 
collaboration, and teacher morale. The investigation of the 
study consisted of two parts. First, the study compared the 
perceptions of teachers from experimental and control 
schools regarding teaching practices, teacher collaboration, 
and teacher morale. Second, the study compared the 
perceptions of principals, peer coaches, and teachers in 
schools where the peer coaching model had been implemented. 
An application to conduct the research was submitted to 
the school district for permission to conduct the study. 
Permission was given by the school district (see Appendix 
A) . 
As was stated earlier in this research, a number of 
research questions were formulated to guide the research 
process as well as to seek more specific information based 
on the questions posed. The research questions are: 
1. Is there a significant difference in teaching 




2. Is there a significant difference in teacher col¬ 
laboration in experimental and control schools as perceived 
by teachers? 
3. Is there a significant difference in teacher morale 
in experimental and control schools as perceived by 
teachers? 
4. Is there a significant difference in perceptions 
among principals, peer coaches, and peer teachers regarding 
teaching practices? 
5. Is there a significant difference in perceptions 
among principals, peer coaches, and peer teachers regarding 
teacher collaboration? 
6. Is there a significant difference in perceptions 
among principals, peer coaches, and peer teachers regarding 
teacher morale? 
7. Is there a significant difference in teaching 
practices, teacher collaboration, and teacher morale as 
perceived by teachers from control schools and peer coaches 
from experimental schools? 
8. Is there a significant difference in perceptions 
between principals in experimental schools and principals in 
control schools regarding teaching practices, teacher col¬ 
laboration, and teacher morale? 
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Research Design 
The study consisted of a quasi-experimental research 
design and a causal comparative research design. The quasi- 
experimental research design was used to compare the percep¬ 
tions of teachers from experimental and control schools 
regarding teaching practices, teacher collaboration, and 
teacher morale. Perception surveys were mailed to parti¬ 
cipants, along with a consent form and a letter giving 
directions for the completion of the instrument (see Appen¬ 
dix B) . 
The causal comparative research study was used to 
compare the perceptions of principals, peer coaches, and 
teachers in schools where the peer coaching model had been 
implemented. Principals, peer coaches, and teachers were 
mailed a perception survey, along with a consent form and a 
letter giving directions for the completion of the instru¬ 
ment (see Appendix C). 
Principals in two experimental schools and two control 
schools were interviewed to determine their perceptions of 
teaching practices, teacher collaboration, and teacher 
morale. A copy of the interview questions appears in 
Appendix D. 
Population 
The population for the study was a selected group of 
principals and teachers in elementary schools in the school 
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district where the district's peer coaching model was imple¬ 
mented. The population also included teachers from two 
schools in the same district where peer coaching was not 
implemented. 
Sample 
The sample was comprised of the specific group which 
participated in the research exercise. It was selected 
from the population previously described and reflected the 
characteristics of the population. 
The school district published the names and schools of 
those teachers who participated in the district's peer 
coaching training. A random sample of names was selected 
from this list by the researcher for participation in the 
study. Also, the principal from each experimental school 
was requested by the researcher to submit a random sample of 
names of those teachers who were coached by peer coaches. 
Every teacher included on the principal's list was part of 
the sample. 
Additionally, two experimental schools were matched 
with two control schools based on the socioeconomic level of 
the schools. The socioeconomic level of schools in this 
district is determined by the percentage of students on the 
free and reduced lunch program. Principals from these two 
control schools were requested by the researcher to randomly 
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select teachers from their staffs for the purpose of parti¬ 
cipating in the study. 
The random sampling of names from the school district's 
peer coaching list and the principal's selection of teachers 
from experimental and control schools comprised the sampling 
for this study. The composition of the sample may be 
reviewed in Table 1. 
Table 1 
Composition of the Research Sample 
Sub samp le 











Teachers 84 46% 32 94% 
Peer Coaches 91 50% 0 0% 
Principals 8 4% 2 6% 
Totals 183 100% 34 100% 
Instruments 
The instruments for collecting data were developed by 
the researcher and consisted of: (a) a perception survey to 
determine differences in perceptions among principals, peer 
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coaches, and teachers regarding teaching practices, teacher 
collaboration, and teacher morale; and (b) a perception 
survey to determine the differences in perceptions between 
teachers from control schools and teachers from experimental 
schools regarding teaching practices, teacher collaboration, 
and teacher morale. The scale on the surveys consisted of a 
4-point scale: 4 = Very Much, 3 = Much, 2 = Somewhat, and 
1 = Never. 
Respondents received a direction letter, a consent 
form, and a perception survey with a return envelope. Peer 
coaching respondents received a consent form with a survey 
(Appendix B), as did teachers in control schools. It is 
important to note that consent forms sent to control schools 
did not mention peer coaching (Appendix C). Respondents 
were requested to complete the questionnaire and return it 
along with a signed consent form to the researcher in the 
self-addressed envelope. Letters were sent to remind 
participants to return their surveys (Appendix E). The 
principal was notified when participants failed to return 
their surveys (Appendix F), and a second survey was sent to 
teachers who had not responded. Therefore, there was a 
return percentage of 100% from principals, 77% from peer 
coaches, and 76% from teachers. There was an 86% return 
rate among participants from control schools. 
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Validity and Reliability of the Instrument 
Face validity was established when a committee of 
educators viewed the instrument to determine whether or not 
items matched statements on the instrument. The committee 
consisted of principals, teachers, and curriculum coordin¬ 
ators from a metropolitan Atlanta school system. An item- 
to-scale reliability was conducted on the instrument and 
yielded a score of .9367. Additionally, an item-to-scale 
reliability coefficient was statistically conducted on each 
variable, and the results were: teaching practices, .9151; 
teacher collaboration, .9147; and teacher morale, .8362. 
Statistical Application 
This research design was two-fold. First, the study 
compared the perceptions of teachers regarding teaching 
practices, teacher collaboration, and teacher morale between 
control and experimental schools in the same school dis¬ 
trict. Second, the study sought to compare the perceptions 
of teachers, peer coaches, and principals regarding teaching 
practices, teacher collaboration, and teacher morale. 
Because of the examination of perceptions and prefer¬ 
ence of responses from the sample, t_ tests were used to 
analyze data from experimental and control schools, and an 
analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to determine differ¬ 
ences in perceptions among principals, peer coaches, and 
teachers of experimental schools. When a significant 
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difference occurred, a Scheffe test of differences was 
used. 
Summary 
The methodology of the study was presented in chapter 
4. The chapter identified the two parts of the research 
design, a quasi-experimental research design and a causal 
comparative research design. The research design to deter¬ 
mine the difference in perceptions between teachers in 
experimental and control schools regarding the three depen¬ 
dent variables was presented. A description of the popula¬ 
tion followed by a description of the research sample was 
also presented. The sample consisted of 84 experimental 
teachers, 32 control teachers, 91 peer coaches, 8 experimen¬ 
tal principals, and 2 control principals. The 4-point per¬ 
ception survey instrument used to gather data was described 
in chapter 4. An item-to-scale reliability score on the 
instrument yielded a high reliability of .9367. The statis¬ 
tical application of a t test and an analysis of variance 
(ANOVA) used for the study was described in the last section 
of the chapter. 
CHAPTER 5 
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
The purpose of this study was to examine a peer coach¬ 
ing model and its impact on teaching practices, teacher 
collaboration, and teacher morale. This chapter analyzes 
the data collected from respondents who voluntarily parti¬ 
cipated in the study. 
Data Presentation 
A perception survey was used as a means of gathering 
data for the study. The information gathered from the 
survey was subjected to statistical analysis using the t_ 
test and analysis of variance (ANOVA) and is reviewed in 
this chapter in terms of the demographic results of the 
sample and the results of testing the hypotheses. 
Data Analysis 
In order to improve clarity and statistical understand¬ 
ing in the presentation of this chapter, the presentation 
and analysis of data are divided into three sections with 
data assembled in tables, accompanied by written statistical 
statements. These sections are: Sample Description Data, 
Analysis in Terms of Hypotheses, and Additional Analyses. 
51 
52 
Sample Description Data 
Table 2 indicates that all principals had 8 to 11 years 
of teaching experience and that 25 peer coaches had 12 to 15 
years of teaching experience. However, the majority of 
teachers at both experimental and control schools had more 
experience than the principals. Moreover, 31% of the sample 
had 15+ years of teaching experience, while 5% of the sample 
had less than 3 years of teaching experience. 
Table 2 
Distribution of Respondents by Years of Teaching Experience 
Years of Teaching Experience 
Subsamples 1-3 4-7 8-11 12-15 15+ Total 
Principals 0 0 8 0 0 8 
Peer Coaches 4 19 24 25 19 91 
Experimental 
Teachers 5 27 5 13 34 84 
Control 
Teachers 2 8 5 3 14 32 
Total 11 54 42 41 67 215 
Percent 5% 25% 20% 19% 31% 100% 
Table 3 indicates that the majority (48%) of the sub¬ 
sample held a master's degree in education, and the second 
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largest group (41%) of the subsample held a bachelor's 
degree in education. Only 3% of the subsample held a PhD in 
education. Therefore, 89% of the subsample held either a 
bachelor's or master's degree in education, while 11% of the 
subsample held a sixth-year degree (EdS) or a doctorate 
(PhD) in education. 
Table 3 
Distribution of Respondents by Educational Qualifications 
Educational Qualifications 
Subsamples Bachelor's Master' s EdS PhD Total 
Principals 0 1 5 2 8 
Peer Coaches 35 49 7 0 91 
Experimental 
Teachers 37 40 3 4 84 
Control 
Teachers 16 13 3 0 32 
Total 88 103 18 6 215 
Percent 41% 48% 8% 3% 100% 
Table 4 indicates that 48% of the sample had 4-7 years 
of experience in their present school. The next largest 
group (30%) had been in their present school for 1-3 years. 
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Table 4 
Distribution of Respondents by Years in Present School 
Years in Present School 
Sub samples 1-3 4-7 8 -11 12-15 15+ Total 
Principals 1 6 1 0 0 8 
Peer Coaches 24 50 14 3 0 91 
Experimental 
Teachers 30 35 8 6 5 84 
Control 
Teachers 9 13 4 2 4 32 
Total 64 104 27 11 9 215 
Percent 30% 48% 13% 5% 4% 100% 
Analysis in Terms of Hypotheses 
Hypothesis Is There is no significant difference in 
teaching practices in experimental and control schools as 
perceived by teachers. 
A _t test was conducted to compare the perceptions of 
teachers from experimental and control schools regarding 
teaching practices. The results are displayed in Table 5. 
Table 5 shows that there was no significant difference 
in perceptions regarding teaching practices between experi¬ 
mental teachers and control teachers. The mean scores are 
very close, and the probability level of .800 is much higher 
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Table 5 
t Test of Experimental and Control Teachers on Teaching 
Practices 
t 2-Tail 
Subsample n Mean SD Value Probability 
Experimental 
Teachers 84 35.0895 4.67 9 
1.09 .800 
Control 
Teachers 32 35.1563 4.473 
than the level of .05 set for significance in this study. 
Thus, there is no significant difference at the .05 level. 
Therefore, Hypothesis 1 was accepted. 
Hypothesis 2: There is no significant difference in 
teacher collaboration in experimental and control schools as 
perceived by teachers. 
Again, a t_ test was used to identify differences in the 
two groups. The results are displayed in Table 6. 
Table 6 indicates that the mean score for collaboration 
is slightly higher (20.2024) for experimental teachers than 
for control teachers (19.5625). The two-tail probability 
level of .164 is too high to yield a significant difference 
at the .05 level. Therefore, Hypothesis 2 was accepted. 
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Table 6 
t Test of Experimental and Control Teachers on Teacher 
Collaboration 
t 2-Tail 
Subsample n Mean SD Value Probability 
Experimental 
Teachers 84 20.2024 3.449 
1.48 .164 
Control 
Teachers 32 19.5625 4.196 
Hypothesis 3: There is no significant difference in 
teacher morale in experimental and control schools as per¬ 
ceived by teachers. 
For this hypothesis, scores were compared for experi¬ 
mental and control teachers in terms of morale. For this 
comparison, a t_ test was used. The results are displayed in 
Table 7. 
The results indicate that there is no significant 
difference at the .05 level. A view of the mean scores 
indicates that the two scores are close in calculation. The 
experimental teachers' mean score was 17.8333, which is only 
0.12 higher than the mean scores of the control teachers. 
Also, the probability level of .246 is much higher than 




t Test of Experimental and Control Teachers on Teacher 
Morale 
t 2-Tail 
Subsample n Mean SD Value Probability 
Experimental 
Teachers 84 17.8333 2.444 
1.39 .246 
Control 
Teachers 32 17.2813 2.876 
Hypothesis 4: There is no significant difference in 
perceptions among principals, peer coaches, and teachers in 
experimental schools regarding teaching practices. 
For this hypothesis, scores had to be compared among 
principals, peer coaches, and teachers on teaching prac¬ 
tices. For this comparison, an analysis of variance was 
employed. Table 8 gives the results. 
These results indicate a significant difference among 
principals, peer coaches, and teachers regarding teaching 
practices. The data in the present form do not allow the 
researcher to identify between groups for significant 
differences. It was, therefore, necessary to use the 
Scheffe statistical procedure to identify differences. 




Analysis of Variance for Principals, Peer Coaches, and 
Experienced Teachers on Teaching Practices 
Sum of Mean F F 
Source df Squares Square Ratio Prob. 
Between Groups 2 207.8797 103.9399 3.6700 .0274 
Within Groups 179 5069.4829 28.3211 
Total 181 5277.3626 
Table 9 
Scheffe Test of Significance Among Principals, Peer Coaches, 
and Teachers on Teaching Practices 
Group 
Peer 
n Mean Coaches 
Exper. 
Teachers Principals 
Peer Coaches 84 33.6778 — — - 
Experimental 
Teachers 91 35.8095 * - - 
Principals 8 35.8750 - - - 
♦Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 
level and above. 
Hypothesis 5: There is no significant difference in 
perceptions among principals, peer coaches, and teachers in 
experimental schools regarding teacher collaboration. 
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To test this hypothesis, scores were compared for 
principals, peer coaches, and teachers on the variable 
teacher collaboration. In order to make the comparison, the 
analysis of variance was used. Table 10 displays the 
results of this hypothesis. 
Table 10 
Analysis of Variance for Principals, Peer Coaches, and 










Between Groups 2 55.3159 27.6580 1.9324 .147 8 
Within Groups 180 2576.3562 14.3131 
Total 182 2631.6721 
For the subsample principals, peer coaches, and experi¬ 
mental teachers, there were no significant differences in 
perceptions on the dependent variable teacher collaboration. 
The probability of .1478 is much higher than the .05 level 
of significance. Hypothesis 5 was accepted. 
Hypothesis 6: There is no significant difference in 
perceptions among principals, peer coaches, and teachers in 
experimental schools regarding teacher morale. 
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The analysis of variance statistical procedure was used 
to compare scores of respondents on this variable. The 
results are displayed in Table 11. 
Table 11 
Analysis of Variance for Principals, Peer Coaches, and 










Between Groups 2 17.6026 8.8013 1.2055 .3019 
Within Groups 180 1314.1461 7.3008 
Total 182 1331.7486 
The results of the analysis of variance show that there 
were no significant differences in perceptions among prin¬ 
cipals, peer coaches, and teachers regarding the dependent 
variable teacher morale. The probability score of .3019 is 
greater than the .05 level of significance. Therefore, the 
null hypothesis was accepted. 
Hypothesis 7; There is no significant difference in 
teaching practices, teacher collaboration, and teacher 
morale as perceived by teachers from control schools and 
peer coaches from experimental schools. 
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In response to this hypothesis a _t test was conducted 
to identify differences in groups as related to each depen¬ 
dent variable. The results of the t^ test are displayed in 
Table 12. 
Table 12 
t Test for Teaching Practices, Teacher Collaboration, and 
Teacher Morale as Perceived by Control Teachers and Peer 
Coaches 
t 2-Tail 
Subsample n Mean SD Value Prob. 
Teaching Practices: 
Peer Coaches 90 33.6778 5.958 
1.77 .073 
Control Teachers 32 35.1563 4.47 3 
Teacher Collaboration: 
Peer Coaches 91 19.0879 4.160 
1.02 .915 
Control Teachers 32 19.5625 4.196 
Teacher Morale: 
Peer Coaches 91 17.2198 3.007 
1.09 .803 
Control Teachers 32 17.2813 2.87 6 
The data displayed in Table 12 indicate that there is 
no significant difference in perceptions between peer 
coaches and control teachers regarding the three dependent 
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variables. Responses from peer coaches and control teachers 
regarding teaching practices yielded a probability score 
of .073. This does not meet the .05 level of significance. 
Likewise, the same two groups yielded a probability score 
of .915 for collaboration and a score of .803 for morale. 
Both of these scores are greater than the .05 level of 
significance. 
Additional Analyses 
In addition to soliciting information on the dependent 
variables being studied, the researcher thought it would be 
useful to gather information which could provide additional 
insight on certain aspects of teaching practices, teacher 
collaboration, and teacher morale. In addition to the first 
seven previously stated research questions which were posed 
in chapter 1 to guide the research, one other research 
question was formulated. The first seven questions were 
answered in terms of the seven hypotheses discussed in the 
preceding section, while the additional research question is 
analyzed in this section. 
Research Question 8: Is there a difference in per¬ 
ceptions between principals in experimental schools and 
principals in control schools regarding teaching practices, 
teacher collaboration, and teacher morale? 
An interview was conducted with two principals from 
experimental schools and two principals from control schools 
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to gather data for this research question. The interview 
was tape recorded for the purposes of exactness in detail. 
Questions used in the interview reflect both the question¬ 
naire completed by teachers and peer coaches as well as the 
three independent variables. A copy of the questions used 
for the interview is displayed in Appendix D. The results 
of the interviews are presented in this section in narrative 
form. 
From the interview data differences in the responses 
from principals from control schools versus experimental 
schools in teacher collaboration and teacher morale were 
noted, but these differences were not considered major 
differences. Responses from principals relating to these 
three variables are discussed in this section of the paper. 
The principals from the control and experimental 
schools did not differ in their responses regarding teaching 
practices. All principals indicated that "teachers provide 
a variety of instructional materials, use a variety of 
teaching strategies, and ensure that students stay on task." 
A difference in responses occurred among principals in 
control and experimental schools regarding teachers adjust¬ 
ing their teaching methods to accommodate student learning 
styles. One principal from an experimental school and one 
principal from a control school responded affirmatively that 
"higher level thinking skills were being incorporated into a 
teacher's repertoire." Conversely, one experimental and one 
64 
control school principal responded that this "was not occur¬ 
ring to my desired expectation." 
Another difference in responses among the principals 
occurred when asked if teaching strategies were being used 
by teachers that stimulated higher level thinking skills. 
The two experimental school principals stated that the area 
of higher level thinking skills was an "area they were 
working on." The control school principals believed that 
teachers at their schools were incorporating higher level 
thinking skills into lessons. 
For the independent variable teacher collaboration, all 
principals responded that "teachers do collaborate" on 
lessons, planning instructional units, refining teaching 
skills, and sharing knowledge and information. Experimental 
school principals responded that "teachers collaborate more" 
as a result of their participation in the peer coaching 
program as compared to teachers who are not involved in peer 
coaching. 
All principals responded affirmatively that their 
opinions matter to their teachers, that teachers value each 
other's opinions, that teachers feel their opinions matter 
at school, and that teachers feel their principals listen to 
their opinions. 
According to the data gathered through interviewing, 
principals from experimental schools perceived that peer 
coaching enhances the sharing of information among teachers 
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regarding the adjustment of teaching methods to accommodate 
student learning styles and the incorporation of higher 
level thinking skills into a teacher's repertoire. 
In summary, principals' perceptions differed slightly 
with those statements related to teaching practices and very 
slightly with teacher collaboration. There were no differ¬ 
ences in perceptions among principals regarding teacher 
morale. 
Summary 
Chapter 5 analyzed the data of the study. The analysis 
was organized into three sections: the sample description, 
analysis in terms of the hypotheses, and additional analysis 
of selected items. The demographic data that represented 
the sample were displayed in Tables 2-4. Six of the seven 
null hypotheses were accepted, and one was rejected. 
Hypothesis 4 was the only null hypothesis rejected due to a 
significant difference at the .05 level. There was a 
significant difference in perceptions between experimental 
teachers and peer coaches regarding the dependent variable 
teaching practices. An interview was held with two 
principals from control schools and two principals from 
experimental schools. Responses among principals from 
experimental and control schools were very similar. 
CHAPTER 6 
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The aim of the study was to examine a school district's 
peer coaching model as it impacts teaching practices, 
teacher collaboration, and teacher morale. This study con¬ 
sisted of a quasi-experimental design and a causal compara¬ 
tive study. Chapter 6 presents the findings, conclusions, 
implications, and recommendations of the study. 
Findings 
Seven hypotheses and one research question were inves¬ 
tigated in this study. Therefore, this section of the paper 
consists of a discussion of the findings in terms of the 
hypotheses and research question. 
Interpretation of the Findings 
Hypothesis 1: There is no significant difference in 
teaching practices in experimental and control schools as 
perceived by teachers. 
The t. test was used to compare groups. The results 
(Table 5) indicated no significant difference between the 
two groups regarding teaching practices. Both groups of 
teachers perceived that they provide equally teaching 
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strategies that constitute good teaching practices. The 
null hypothesis was accepted. 
Hypothesis 2; There is no significant difference in 
teacher collaboration in experimental and control schools as 
perceived by teachers. 
Again, the _t test was used to compare responses from 
participants in experimental and control schools. As 
indicated in Table 6, there was no significant difference 
found between the perceptions of teachers of experimental 
and control schools. The mean score for experimental school 
teachers was higher than that of control teachers, but the 
score was not significantly higher. The null hypothesis was 
accepted. Kwiat (1988) found in her study that the greatest 
benefit in coaching was the personal satisfaction teachers 
were feeling that occurred as a result of increased positive 
interaction with both their partners and other interested 
and enthusiastic professionals. Perhaps in the nonpeer 
coaching schools interested and enthusiastic professionals 
are observing each other and collaborating on teaching prac¬ 
tices which, as Beaton (1985) found, leads to motivation, 
positive attitude, and enhanced communication and coopera¬ 
tion among teachers. 
Hypothesis 3: There is no significant difference in 
teacher morale in experimental and control schools as 
perceived by teachers. 
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Since there were only two groups in this analysis, the 
t^ test was used to compare responses. Table 7 indicated 
that there were no significant differences found in percep¬ 
tions between teachers of experimental and control schools 
regarding morale. The mean score was higher for experimen¬ 
tal schools than for control schools, but the difference in 
scores was not large enough to be significant. The null 
hypothesis was accepted. 
Hypothesis 4: There is no significant difference in 
perceptions among principals, peer coaches, and teachers in 
experimental schools regarding teaching practices. 
For this hypothesis, an analysis of variance was used 
to compare scores among principals, peer coaches, and 
teachers in experimental schools. A significant difference 
was found at the .0274 level (Table 8). Due to this 
significant difference, the Scheffe test of significant 
differences was computed to determine where the difference 
occurred. It revealed that there was a significant differ¬ 
ence in perceptions between teachers and peer coaches of 
experimental schools. 
The improvement of teaching practices through coaching 
has been investigated by many researchers, but no 
researcher, based on the literature review of this paper, 
has compared the perceptions of teachers and peer coaches 
regarding teaching practices. This difference in percep¬ 
tions found in this study may be due to the fact that peer 
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coaches received training in effective teaching practices, 
and teachers did not receive training. This training 
received by peer coaches may have created a more critical 
awareness of teaching practices. This may account for the 
finding that teachers perceived that they used good teaching 
practices, while peer coaches rated teaching practices 
significantly lower than did the teachers (Table 9). 
Hypothesis 5: There is no significant difference in 
perceptions among principals, peer coaches, and teachers in 
experimental schools regarding teacher collaboration. 
To test the hypothesis, an analysis of variance was 
used to compare scores among principals, peer coaches, and 
teachers. The results of the ANOVA indicated no significant 
difference occurred in perceptions among principals, peer 
coaches, and teachers regarding the dependent variable 
teacher collaboration. This indicated that all three groups 
perceive that collaboration between teachers and peer 
coaches was occurring at about the same rate in peer 
coaching schools. 
Hypothesis 6: There is no significant difference in 
perceptions among principals, peer coaches, and teachers in 
experimental schools regarding teacher morale. 
For the purpose of comparing respondents' scores for 
this hypothesis, an analysis of variance was used. It 
yielded no significant difference on the variable morale 
(Table 11). The morale level among principals, peer 
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coaches, and teachers was perceived as being high for all 
three groups when comparing mean scores. The range of mean 
scores for the three groups was 17.833 for teachers to 
17.125 for principals. Peer coaches had a mean score of 
17.2198. Also, the calculated probability score of .3019 
was lower than the table value of 3.04. Hence, there was no 
significant difference. These results indicated that morale 
was high in those schools where peer coaching had been 
implemented. Principals, teachers, and peer coaches in 
these schools felt good about where they worked and had 
developed collegial relationships with their peer teachers. 
The results indicated a probability rating of .3019, which 
means that there was no significant difference in percep¬ 
tions among principals, peer coaches, and teachers on the 
dependent variable morale at the .05 level. 
Hypothesis 7; There is no significant difference in 
teaching practices, teacher collaboration, and teacher 
morale as perceived by teachers from control schools and 
peer coaches from experimental schools. 
The mean scores for all three groups on all three 
variables showed little variance in tabulation. Also, the 
probability was less than .05 for all three groups on the 
three variables of teaching practices, teacher collabora¬ 
tion, and teacher morale. These results indicated that 
peer coaches from experimental schools and teachers from 
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control schools perceived that teachers used good teaching 
practices, collaborated at about the same level in both sets 
of schools, and had good morale. 
Research Question 8: Is there a difference in percep¬ 
tion between principals in experimental and control schools 
regarding teaching practices, teacher collaboration, and 
teacher morale? 
Interviews were held with two principals from experi¬ 
mental schools and two principals from control schools. 
There were few differences in responses to interview ques¬ 
tions from these principals. The results of the interviews 
indicated that good teaching practices, teacher collabora¬ 
tion, and good morale are occurring in schools where peer 
coaching had been implemented and in schools where peer 
coaching had not been implemented. Principals did not 
differ in their responses regarding teaching practices, 
teacher collaboration, or teacher morale. 
Summary of Findings 
For easy recognition as well as for a quick recapitula¬ 
tion of the findings, a list of the hypotheses and findings 
is given below: 
1. No significant difference was found in teaching 
practices in experimental and control schools as perceived 
by teachers. 
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2. No significant difference was found in teacher 
collaboration in experimental and control schools as 
perceived by teachers. 
3. No significant difference was found in teacher 
morale in experimental and control schools as perceived by 
teachers. 
4. A significant difference was found at the .0274 
level among principals, peer coaches, and teachers in 
experimental schools regarding teaching practices. 
5. No significant difference was found among prin¬ 
cipals, peer coaches, and teachers in experimental schools 
regarding teacher collaboration. 
6. No significant difference was found among prin¬ 
cipals, peer coaches, and teachers in experimental schools 
regarding teacher morale. 
7. Peer coaches and control teachers perceived equally 
that good teaching practices, teacher collaboration, and 
teacher morale are occurring in their schools. 
8. Principals from two control and two experimental 
schools perceived that good teaching practices, teacher 
collaboration, and teacher morale are occurring in their 
schools. 
Conclusions 
There were several conclusions based on the findings 
of the study. First, good teaching practices, teacher 
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collaboration, and good teacher morale are perceived as 
occurring in those schools with and without peer coaching. 
The study shows that in those schools where peer coaching 
exists, there appears to be no difference in teaching prac¬ 
tices, teacher collaboration, and teacher morale as compared 
to schools without peer coaching. Therefore, peer coaching, 
as perceived by principals, peer coaches, and teachers, 
seems to do little to affect teaching practices, teacher 
collaboration, and teacher morale. Second, there was a 
difference in perceptions among experimental teachers and 
peer coaches regarding teacher practices. Teachers per¬ 
ceived teaching practices as being better as compared to 
peer coaches. In the schools where peer coaching has been 
implemented, peer coaches were more critical of teaching 
practices than the teachers they coached. Peer coaches 
scored the variable teaching practices lower on the instru¬ 
ment than experimental teachers. 
Finally, the quasi-experimental design used in this 
study was not a true experimental design. A pretest was not 
administered to participants in either the control or the 
experimental schools. The lack of this pretest restricted 
the researcher from comparing the differences between 
experimental and control teachers to determine whether or 
not the district's peer coaching model made a quantitative 
difference in teaching practices, teacher collaboration, 
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and teacher morale. Also, the small sample of the control 
schools (two) might have created bias. 
Implications 
Good teaching practices, teacher collaboration, and 
teacher morale are occurring in those schools in this study 
with and without peer coaching. This may be a sign that 
principals support peer coaching by providing release time, 
attending to and nurturing the process, and fostering 
encouragement and feedback from others outside the school 
(Smyth & Colin, 1983). Also, the principal may be the prime 
mover in initiating and maintaining peer coaching (Luberman 
& Miller, 1981) . 
Experimental teachers and peer coaches differed in 
their perceptions of teaching practices. As mentioned 
earlier, peer coaches participated in a training session on 
effective teaching practices and observation skills. This 
training could have made peer coaches more critical of their 
teaching practices and ultimately critical of their peers' 
teaching practices. This supported the study of Horton 
(1974), who found that those teachers with peer observation 
became more critical of themselves because they saw them¬ 
selves more accurately as a result of verbal exchange with a 
peer. 
The peer coaching model studied and presented in this 
paper must deemphasize the superior-subordinate relationship 
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and emphasize a peer support network (Hofingadner & Walker, 
1984). Peer coaching has been found to be more beneficial 
than formal evaluations. Teachers improved in their teach¬ 
ing practices by receiving feedback from peer coaches and 
observing their partners teach (Holm, 1978). 
Recommendations 
The conclusions drawn from this study have presented 
significant implications for stakeholders in the district's 
peer coaching program. Since the peer coaching program 
would be of concern to the superintendent of schools, the 
following recommendations are therefore addressed to that 
individual. 
1. Consideration should be given to the replication of 
this study using a larger control sample. 
2. In the replication of the study, consideration 
should be given to the use of student test scores so that 
student academic gain may be measured as a result of a 
teacher's use of peer coaching. 
3. In light of the significant finding of Hypothesis 
4, consideration should be given to the training of experi¬ 
mental teachers on the school district's peer coaching 
model. 
4. Consideration should be given to the elimination of 
training for peer coaches in order to avoid observing a 
teacher with a predetermined agenda. 
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Summary 
The findings, conclusions, implications, and recommen¬ 
dations of the study were presented in chapter 7. Six of 
the seven hypotheses were accepted, while only one. Hypothe¬ 
sis 4, was rejected. Hypothesis 4 was rejected due to a 
significant difference in perception between experimental 
teachers and peer coaches on the dependent variable teaching 
practices. This finding provided the support for the 
conclusions, implications, and recommendations. The 
conclusions consisted of three points: (a) good teaching 
practices, teacher collaboration, and good teacher morale 
are perceived as occurring in those schools with and without 
peer coaching; (b) experimental teachers perceive teaching 
practices as being better as compared to peer coaches; and 
(c) the quasi-experimental design used in the study was not 
a true experimental design. The implication of the study 
was that good teaching practices, teacher collaboration, and 
teacher morale are occurring in schools with and without 
peer coaching. Conversely, experimental teachers and peer 
coaches differ in their perception of teaching practices. 
Following the implications, the recommendations for repli¬ 
cating the study and providing training to experimental 
teachers were given. 
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Consent Form and Peer Coaching Instrument 
Dear 
In cooperation with the Division of Educational Leadership at Clark-Atlanta 
University, I, as an Ed.D. candidate, am conducting a study on peer coaching. 
The purpose of my doctoral dissertation research is to compare the perceptions 
of teachers, peer coaches and principals regarding peer coaching and its impact 
on collaboration, teacher morale and teaching practices. 
Your name has been selected as a result of your participation in the school 
district's Peer Coaching Staff Development course. Although you are under no 
obligation to participate in the study, your participation will enable us to 
help shed light on peer coaching. I realize how very busy you are at this 
time, but I urge you to please take ten minutes to help me collect data that 
only you can give. Please complete the enclosed Peer Coaching Perception 
Survey and return it to me in the enclosed envelope through the school 
district's courier. 
The consent form explains in more detail the procedures of the study. Please 
read and return (unattached to the questionnaire) the consent form which will 
be separated from the questionnaire. 
I assure you that your response wi]1 be treated with confidentiality. When you 
fill out a questionnaire, your name will not appear anywhere on it. The 
returned questionnaires will only be identified by a number. The only purpose 
in numbering the questionnaires is for follow-up efforts to ensure a high 
return rate. I guarantee that neither the participants nor school systems will 
be identified by name in any reports emanating from the study. 
Please return the questionnaire by January 21, 1991. I thank you for your 
cooperation. 
Sincerely, 
Olivia J. Hodges 
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CONSENT FORM 
I, , agree to participate in the research being 
conducted by Olivia Hodges on the subject of peer coaching. I understand that 
this participation is entirely voluntary; I can withdraw my consent at any time 
and have the results of the participation, to the extend that it can be 
identified as mine, returned to me, removed from the records, or destroyed. 
The reason for the research is to compare teachers' and principals' perceptions 
on collaboration, teacher morale and teaching practices. 
The procedures for the study will consist of a perception survey from teachers 
and an interview session which will be held with each principal. 
You will not be exposed to any unusual stress or discomfort. There will be no 
risk associated with this study since it will not involve any form of 
treatment. The results of your participation will not be identifiable in any 
oral or written reports or publications about the research, and your 
participation will be held in confidence and will not be released unless 
required by law. 
The research will answer further questions about the research either now or 
during the course of the study. 
This study is being carried out under the oversight of Dr. Philip Bradley, 
professor in the Education Leadership Department of Atlanta University. 
Signature of Investigator Signature of Participant 
Date 
Please sign both copies. Keep one and return the other to Ms. Hodges. 
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PEES COACHING INSTRUMENT 
Your response on this data sheet will help to describe the characteristics of 
the samp Le. Please answer all questions by marking one response per item. DO 
MOT WRITE YOUR NAME ON THIS FORM. 
1. What is your role in the school as related to peer coaching? 
a. Peer Coach  c. Principal  
b. Teacher  
2. How were you selected to participate in peer coaching? 
a. Selected  c. Volunteered 
3. Number of years of experience in education. 
a. 1-3 years  
b. 4-7 years  
c. 8-11 years  
4. Your highest level of education. 
a. Bachelor Degree  
b. Masters Degree  
d. 12-15 years  
e. 15 plus years 
c. Sixth Year Degree 
d. Doctorate Degree_ 
5. Number of years you have been teaching at present school. 
a. 1-3 years  d. 12-15 years  
b. 4-7 years  e. 15 plus years  
c. 8-il years  
Your response to the following will help to measure the extent that Peer 
Coaching has improved teacher collaboration, teacher morale and teaching 
practices in your school. Circle the number that best describes your response. 
VM = Very Much (4) 
M = Much (3) 
SW = Somewhat (2) 
M = Never (1) 
Teachers in my school who participated in 
Peer Coaching: 
1. Provide a variety of instructional 
materials 
2. Provide immediate feedback to students 
when answers are adequate or inadequate 
3. Adjust their methods of teaching to 
accommodate student learning styles 
VM M SW N 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4. Use teaching strategies that stimulate 
higher Levei thinking skills among students 
5. Use a variety of teaching strategies 
during a class period 
6. Ensure that students stay on task 
7. Have an appropriate organized classroom 
for the instructional task 
8. Organize instructional activities in a 
logical sequence 
9. Use a variety of appropriate instructional 
method 
10. Effectively handles routine tasks (distri¬ 
buting papers, taking attendance without 
disrupting instruction) 
Teachers in my school: 
11. Discuss instructional strategies 
12. Work together when planning lessons 
13. Work together and discuss ways of refining 
teaching skills 
14. Share knowledge and information to one 
another about instructional related matters 
15. Share knowledge regarding student growth 
and development 
16. Discuss ways of providing a challenging 
learning environment to students 
17. My principal's opinions are important 
18. My peers' professional opinions are 
important to me 
19. I enjoy working in my school 
20. My professional opinions are important 
to my peers 
21. My professional opinions are important 
to my principal 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 Z 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
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Appendix C 
Control School Instrument 
Dear 
In cooperation with the Division of Educational Leadership at Clark-Atlanta 
University, X, as an Ed.D. candidate, am conducting a study on teacher 
perceptions. The purpose of my doctoral dissertation research is to compare 
the perceptions of teachers and principals regarding teacher collaboration, 
teacher morale and teaching practices. 
Your name has been randomly selected. Although you are under no obligation to 
participate in the study, your participation will enable us to help shed light 
on teacher collaboration, teacher morale and teaching practices. I realize how 
very busy you are at this time, but I urge you to please take ten minutes to 
help me collect data that only you can give. Please complete the enclosed 
Perception Survey and return it to me in the enclosed envelope through the 
school district's courier. 
The consent form explains in more detail the procedures of the study. Please 
read and return (unattached to the questionnaire) the consent form which will 
be separated from the questionnaire. 
I assure you that your response will be treated with confidentiality. When you 
fill out a questionnaire, your name will not appear anywhere on it. The 
returned questionnaires will only be identified by a number. The only purpose 
in numbering the questionnaires is for follow-up efforts to ensure a high 
return rate. I guarantee that neither the participants nor school systems will 
be identified by name in any reports emanating from the study. 
Please return the questionnaire by January 21, 1991. I thank you for your 
cooperation. 
Sincerely, 
Olivia J. Hodges 
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TEACHER/SCHOOL PERCEPTION INSTRUMENT 
Your response on this data sheet will help to describe the characteristics of 
the sample. Please answer all questions by marking one response per item. DO 
NOT WRITE YOUR NAME ON THIS FORM. 
1. What is your role in the school in your school? 
a. Teacher  c. Principal 
2. Number of years of experience in education. 
d. 12-15 years  
e. 15 plus years 
3. Your highest level of education. 
a. 1-3 years_ 
b. 4-7 years_ 
c. 8-11 years 
a. Bachelor Degree 
b. Masters Degree_ 
c. Sixth Year Degree 
d. Doctorate Degree_ 
4. Number of years you have been teaching at present school. 
a. 1-3 years  d. 12-15 years  
b. 4-7 years  e. 15 plus years 
c. 8-11 years  
Your response to the following will help to measure the extent that you 
perceive teacher collaboration, teacher morale and teaching practices in your 
school. Circle the number that best describes your response. 
VM = Very Much (4) 
M = Much (3) 
SW = Somewhat (2) 
N = Never (1) 
Teachers in my school: 
1. Provide a variety of instructional 
materials 
2. Provide immediate feedback to students 
when answers are adequate or inadequate 
3. Adjust their methods of teaching to 
accommodate student learning styles 
4. Use teaching strategies that stimulate 
higher level thinking skills among students 
5. Use a variety of teaching strategies 
during a class period 
6. Ensure that students stay on task 
7. Have an appropriate organized classroom 
for the instructional task 
VM M SW N 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
8. Organize instructional activities in a 
Logical sequence 
9. Use a variety of appropriate instructional 
method 
10. Effectively handles routine tasks (distri¬ 
buting papers, taking attendance without 
disrupting instruction) 
Teachers -in my school: 
11. Discuss instructional strategies 
12. Work together when planning lessons 
13. Work together and discuss ways of refining 
teaching skills 
14. Share knowledge and information to one 
• another about instructional related matters 
15. Share knowledge regarding student growth 
and development 
16. Discuss ways of providing a challenging 
learning environment to students 
17. My principal's opinions are important 
18. My peers' professional opinions are 
important to me 
19. I enjoy working in my school 
20. My professional opinions are important 
to my peers 
21. My professional opinions are important 
to my principal 
Appendix D 
Interview Questions for Principal 
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1. Do teachers in your school provide a variety of 
instructional materials? 
If yes, please describe. 
2. Do teachers in your school adjust their teaching 
methods to accommodate student learning styles? 
3. Are teaching strategies used by teachers that stimulate 
higher level thinking skills? 
4. Do teachers use a variety of teaching strategies during 
a class period? 
5. Do teachers ensure that students stay on task? 
6. Do teachers discuss instructional strategies with each 
other at your school? 
7. Do teachers work together to plan lessons at your 
school? 
8. Are ways of refining teaching skills discussed among 
teachers at your school? 
9. Do teachers share knowledge and information with each 
other about instructional related matters? 
10. Do teachers share information with each other regarding 
student growth and development? 
11. Does your opinion matter to your teachers? 
12. Do teachers value what another teacher says about them? 
13. Do teachers at your school enjoy working at your 
school? 
14. Do teachers feel that their opinions matter at your 
school? 
15. Do teachers feel that you listen to their opinions? 
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Appendix E 
Letter of Reminder to Participants 
TO: 
FROM: Olivia J. Hodges 
DATE: February 5, 1991 
SUBJECT: Peer Coaching Survey 
As you know, I have been conducting research on peer coaching in order to 
complete the writing of my dissertation. I sent a survey to a random sampling 
of your peer coaches and teachers who have been coached at your school. X have 
had an excellent response on the survey. However, I do not have enough 
returned surveys to complete my study. Therefore, I am seeking your assistance 
to obtain survey forms from several of your teachers. 
A list of teachers who have not returned their survey from your school is 
listed at the end of this letter. I am seeking your assistance to encourage 
these individuals to return the survey to me at Dacula Elementary by February 
11th. 




Letter to Principals 
January 22, 1991 
Approximately two weeks ago I mailed you a survey on peer coaching. As of 
this date, I have not received your survey. Even if you have been coached by a 
peer coach, please complete the survey and return it to me. 
X know you are extremely busy with school and your own personal activities. 
However, I plead with you to take a few minutes to respond to the survey. I 
need this information to complete my study on peer coaching. 
If you have misplaced your survey, or if you returned it to me by means other 
than the school system courier, please call me at 963-7174 or 945-1960. 
Thank you for taking time to complete and return the peer coaching survey. 
Sincerely, 
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